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ABSTRACT

THE CASE FOR ANIMALS

Human values and meanings for nonhuman animals are socially constructed.
Nonhuman animals provide value through tangible means, such as food or economic
value, but they also are valued for providing experiences, symbols, and ecosystem
services like diversity. Nonhuman animals are afforded certain rights and
considerations in modern society, but these have proved insufficient in ensuring
positive outcomes for both social and ecological systems. Considering nonhuman
animals as stakeholders could improve natural resource outcomes by more fully
addressing transboundary and uncertainty issues.

• Human in nature perspective

BACKGROUND

•

The Age of Enlightenment shifted views to see environment and society as separate
entities, which has only recently begun to shift back (Davidson-Hunt and Berkes, 2003;
Whatmore, 1999).

•

Leopold (1949) argues moving from seeing humans as conquerors to seeing them as part
of the world community made up of animals, plants, soil, etc.

• Transboundary Issues
•

Transboundary issues increase complexity of natural resource management as different
communities or governments take unique approaches to management based on local
values (Caine, 2012; Cosens and Williams, 2012; Flint, 2013)

•

Local stakeholder engagement is necessary not only because local knowledge and
management practices can inform and improve those proposed by researchers, but also
because locals are likely to pursue their own interests (Gadgil, Olsson, Berkes, & Folke,
2003).

•

Nonhuman animals, more than any other stakeholder, will pursue their own interests
regardless of management or policy.

•

Florida recognized that nonhuman animals would
pursue their own interests and proposed
spending 27 million dollars to construct animal
crossings across highways (Rolston, 1991).

How We Currently Consider Animals
• Symbolic value
•

Animals provide - “recreational, aesthetic, and scientific experiences” (Rolston, 1991,
p.128).

•

Reflected in names – Salmon River, Bear Lake

•

Explicit symbols – state/national animals, sports teams

• Renewable resources
•

•

Food – meat, dairy, fish

•

Animals are managed like other renewable resources – hunting wolves to manage
populations (Treves and Martin, 2011)

Slaves were considered neither pure object, nor person (Francione, 2004).

•

General acceptance of some animal rights in the United States (Arluke and Lockwood,
1997).

STAKEHOLDERS

Similar measures were considered to help
facilitate caribou migration in Alaska (Rolston, 1991).

•

U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway
Administration (2008), as of 2004 the estimated
annual total of animal-vehicle collisions was
300,000, and the estimated total annual cost
of these collisions is $8.388 billion.

•

Hughes, Saremi, and Paniati (1996) suggest signs, driver education, and warning reflectors
to help reduce animal-vehicle collisions, but these solutions fail to address the core issue
of nonhuman animal interests, which are causing them to be present on roadways to begin
with.

• “Things plus”
•

FUTURE APPLICATION
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• Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations
•

Spread of influenza (Saenz, Hethcote, & Gray, 2006).

•

Air and water pollution, soil depletion, diminishing biodiversity, fish die-off (Horrigan,
Lawrence, Walker, 2002).

• Mitigating Uncertainty

• “Groups of individuals who affect or are affected by organizational policies”
(Freeman, 1984, p.iv).

•

Part of the complexity in studying natural resources comes from uncertainty (Gunderson,
2003).

• Not just affected, but affecting natural resource outcomes (Reed et al., 2009).

•

Animals increase uncertainty by being autonomous, mobile, self-interested beings.

• Starik (1995) argues broadly for non-human nature as a stakeholder:

•

By giving greater weight to animal interests we are better prepared for uncertainty.

“At minimum, organizations which begin to treat non-human nature as one or more
stakeholders will be perceiving a more realistic, if more complex, picture of their
respective business environments. . . . More importantly, treating non-human nature
as one or more stakeholders would provide some organizations a different and,
hopefully, more enlightened perspective from which to manage their relationships
with their respective natural environments” (p.216).

• Changing Constructed Values
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Acevedo-Gutiérrez, A., Shelton, A. O., Thomas, A. C., Chasco, B. E., Burke, B. J., Matkin, C., ... & Marshall, K. N. (2017). Competing tradeoffs between
increasing marine mammal predation and fisheries harvest of Chinook salmon. Scientific Reports, 7(1), 15439.

Low, B., Ostrom, E., Simon, C., & Wilson, J. (2003). Redundancy and diversity: do they influence optimal management. Navigating socialecological systems: building resilience for complexity and change, 83-114.

Arluke, A., & Lockwood, R. (1997). Guest editors' introduction: Understanding cruelty to animals. Society & Animals, 5(3), 183-193.

Pearkes, E. D. (2016). A River Captured: The Columbia River Treaty and Catastrophic Change. Rocky Mountain Books Ltd.

Buchal, J. L. (1998). The Great Salmon Hoax. Iconoclast Pub. Co..
Caine, K. (2012). Logic of Land and Power The Social Transformation of Northern Natural Resource Management. Social Transformation in Rural Canada:
New Insights into Community, Cultures, and Collective Action, 169.
Cosens, B., & Williams, M. (2012). Resilience and water governance: adaptive governance in the Columbia River basin. Ecology and Society, 17(4).
Daniels, S. E., & Walker, G. B. (2012). Lessons from the trenches: Twenty years of using systems thinking in natural resource conflict situations. Systems
Research and Behavioral Science, 29(2), 104-115.
Davidson-Hunt, I. J., & Berkes, F. (2003). Nature and society through the lens of resilience: toward a human-in-ecosystem perspective. Navigating socialecological systems: Building resilience for complexity and change, 53-82.
Flint, C. (2013). Conservation Connecting Multiple Scales of Place. In Place-Based Conservation (pp. 35-44). Springer Netherlands.
Florida Department of State (2017) State animal. Retrieved on 12/4/17 from http://dos.myflorida.com/florida-facts/florida-state-symbols/state-animal/
Francione, G. L. (2004). Animals--Property or Persons?.
Freeman, D. M. (2000). Wicked water problems: sociology and local water organizations in addressing water resources policy. JAWRA Journal of the
American Water Resources Association, 36(3), 483-491.
Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Cambridge university press.
Gadgil, M., Olsson, P., Berkes, F., & Folke, C. (2003). Exploring the role of local ecological knowledge in ecosystem management: three case studies.
Navigating social-ecological systems: building resilience for complexity and change, 189-209.
Gunderson, L. H. (2003). Adaptive dancing: interactions between social resilience and ecological crises. Navigating social-ecological systems: Building
resilience for complexity and change, 33-52.
Horrigan, L., Lawrence, R. S., & Walker, P. (2002). How sustainable agriculture can address the environmental and human health harms of industrial
agriculture. Environmental health perspectives, 110(5), 445.
Hughes, W. E., Reza Saremi, A., & Paniati, J. F. (1996). Vehicle-animal crashes: an increasing safety problem. ITE journal, 66, 24-29.

Peluso, N. L., Humphrey, C. R., & Fortmann, L. P. (1994). The rock, the beach, and the tidal pool: People and poverty in natural
resource‐dependent areas. Society & Natural Resources, 7(1), 23-38.
Reed, M. S., Graves, A., Dandy, N., Posthumus, H., Hubacek, K., Morris, J., ... & Stringer, L. C. (2009). Who's in and why? A typology of
stakeholder analysis methods for natural resource management. Journal of environmental management, 90(5), 1933-1949.
Rolston, H. (1991). Environmental ethics: duties to and values in the natural world. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Saenz, R. A., Hethcote, H. W., & Gray, G. C. (2006). Confined animal feeding operations as amplifiers of influenza. Vector-Borne & Zoonotic
Diseases, 6(4), 338-346.
Treves, A., & Martin, K. A. (2011). Hunters as stewards of wolves in Wisconsin and the Northern Rocky Mountains, USA. Society & Natural
Resources, 24(9), 984-994.
U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (2008) Wildlife-Vehicle Collision Reduction Study: Report To Congress
(Rep. No. FHWA-HRT-08-034).
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (2017) Species profile for Florida panther (Puma (=felis) concolor coryi). Retrieved on 12/4/17 from
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A008
Whatmore, S. (1999). Hybrid geographies: rethinking the ‘human’ in human geography. Human geography today, 22-39.

•

Part of the complexity in studying natural resources comes from uncertainty (Gunderson,
2003).

•

Animals increase uncertainty by being autonomous, mobile, self-interested beings.

•

By giving greater weight to animal interests we are better prepared for uncertainty.

• among humans there are also frequently conflicts of interest that need to be
navigated giving appropriate consideration to stakeholders to ensure the best
natural resource outcomes (Daniels and Walker, 2012).
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